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SUMMARY'"

With these Comments and without waiving, prejudicing. or otherwise affecting any appeal,

the SBC LECs provide input on the definition of "primary residence line" and the administration

of the mandated two-tiered SLC structure.

This proceeding must remain focused on implementing that structure. which will thereafter

be used by price cap LECs to charge their customers. This proceeding should not be used to

develop a system that might eventually be considered for use to detennine a "universal service

primary line," Such a system is beyond the scope oftros proceeding, and Section 254

considerations are irrelevant to how a price cap LEC apply their lawful rates.

The definition of"single-line business" should not be changed due, in part, to the

wmecessary burdens on both incumbent LECs and business end-users.

The focus ofthis proceeding should be on implementing the two-tiered structure in a

manner which is administrable, inexpensive and cost effective, customer-friendly and not

confusing or irritating, and is capable to being audited. The implementation should not result in

additional incentives or opportunities for "gaming the system." The SBC LECs thus propose the

following definitions:

Primary residence line - the initial line of a customer's account at a specific service address
and for which a residential local exchange rate applies, detennined with reference both to
a price cap LEC residential local service offering and to any carrier reselling such offering.

-
Non-primary residence lines - any lines to which a residentiallocaJ exchange rate applies
provided by a price cap LEC or a carrier reselling such service, and on a customer's
account at the same service address as the primary residence line.

.. The abbreviations used in this Summary are as defined in the main text.

Commcots ofSouthwestern Bell Telephone Company,
Pacific Bell. and Nevada Bell
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Adopting these definitions and an approach that makes a primary line determination with

reference to both the price cap LEe and the carrier reselling the price cap LEC's service, would

eliminate many of the problems associated with the alternatives being considered. Administration

would be mechanized through billing records without the need for end-user involvement, the need

to craft "primary line" standards and default rules would disappear, and competitive neutrality

would be advanced. The entire process would be greatly simplified and the causes for disputes

between price cap LEes, resel1ers, and end-users minimized. The approach would also eliminate

any "primary line status slamming" before it gets started.

The SBC LEC approach would have the benefit ofusing existing price cap LEC and

reseUer billing records. Making the primary/non-primary determination by end-user account

information is not only appropriate, it also results in many benefits.

For numerous reasons, residential customer self-certification is the wrong approach in that

it would entail a massive program involving even unaffected end-users. The SBC LEC approach

does not depend on self-eertification, would eliminate the customer confusion and irritation that

would result from any self-certification requirement, and would avoid the real possibility of the

cost ofadministration being greater than the benefit. Also, the Commission would not need to

address recovery of the price cap LEe's administrative costs.

The Conunission should reject the notion of using a model to verify the number of primary

lines. The Hatfield model. for example, as been demonstrated to be wholly unreliable in

estimating the number of lines in CBGs.

Given the increasingly common occurrence of more than one household per service

address, the Commission should not place a limit On the number of possible primary lines.

Comments of Sowhwestem Bell Telephone CompllllY.
P~i1ic Bell, and Nevada Bell -ii-
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COMMENTS OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY,
PACMC BEI.I., AND NEVADA BELL

Southwestern BeD Telephone Company, Pacific Bell, and Nevada Bell (coI1ecIively. the

"SBC LECS") submit these Comments in response to the Notis;e ofPropoaed Rulcrnakjna FCC

97-316. released by the Commission in this proceeding on September 4. 1997 ("NPllM"'). This

proceeding was instituted to implement the two-tier residential subscriber line charge ("SLC')

strudUre lIWWiated only for price cap local exchange carriers ("LEeS") that was adopted in the

Access Charae Reform Order.1 By filing these Comment&, nooe ofthe SBC LEeS or any

affiJiate waives, prejudices, or otherwise adversely affects any appeal or othec recourse from any

Commission proceeding. including the Aa:eas Chq,e Reform Order-

11ait Preceedilal MUll Rem.i- Foeued O.1y •• mpleBaeatiDa tIN Tw..TJend Rate
Stnctllft for Priee Cap LEeS

The sole purpose ofthis proc-ding is to implement a two-tiered SLC rate stIUaure for

only price cap LEeS. thereafter to be used in chargmg their retail and wbolesale customen. In

I Acce.u Charge Reform, Price CapPerf~e Reviewfor UJcal Exchange Comers,
Tramport RaiJe Structure andPricing. End User Common Line Charges, CC Dodcet Nos. 96-262,
94-1. 91-213, and 95-72, first Report and Orc1eL FCC 97-158 (r"sed May 8. 1997) ("Acccu
Cbge Reform Order").
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esseDCet this proceeding is largely a replay ofthe earlier CommitWioo proceedings that defined

"single--Iine business" and "multiline business" services for purpose ofapplyiDg the SLC, albeit

this time in the context oCthe resale obligations imposed by the 47 U.S.C. § 251.

Under no circumstances should the Commission allow this proceeding to be recast as a

means offorcing price cap LEeS to create and administer a system that might be considered for

use in determining a "universal service prinwy line" should federal univenal service support is

eventually limited to a single line per residence or business. As the CommissioIl acknowledges,

such a system is not the intent of this proceeding,2 and thus is beyood its scope. MoI'eover, any

COnsideratioDS based 01147 U.S.C. § 254 are simply irrelevant to a structure meaD! to implement

how the price cap LEeS apply their lawful charges. For the same reuon. there is no reason to

consider any residential service that the customer may obtain from a &ciJities-based c:arriec that

is not a price cap LEe in determining the primary line.

IfNot Elimiaated, the DefuaitiOD of SiDate-LiaeB~ 8Mtdd Be1Aft V......ed
(NPRM,'S)

The SBC LECS believe that the business line SLC distinction should be eliminated. It:

however, the distinction is to remain, the Commission should DOt chanse the existiDa bale

defiDition of"singI&-line business" set foIth in 47 C.F.R. § 69.1S2(h). Leaving the defiaitioD

UDdiatwbed would avoid the lmoecessary burden of implemeoting another biIIiDa system chauae,

subjecting business customers to service changes, and having iDcumbeDt local exchange carriers

2 NPRM, 14 n.19.

ee.....•ofSolIIbweItcm Bell TeIcpbooe Company.
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n.e eo....... SIaouId Adopt. DefmitioD for PriJaaI'y LiDe nat eu Be
AdIIliaistend (NPDf.t •• 6, 11)

The focus ofthis proceeding should be on implementing the two-tiered SLC sttueture in

a manner which is administrable, inexpensive and cost effective. alStOmer-frieodly and not

CODfuaing or irritating, and is capable ofbeiDg audited with a substantial degree ofconfideace.

The Commission sboukt correspondingly strive to avoid any proceu that imposes significant

additional costa on price cap LEeS for the sake oftrying to administer the mandated two-tiered

structure. or that creates additional incentives or opportunities for "gamiDg the system" or

outright fraud. In an en where competition will require price cap LEeS to become more

efficient and to eJiminate co~ implementing the two-tiered SLC structure in a malUMll" that

requires incw:riog significant additional costs to administec and enforce would be plaiDly

unreasonable.

The most reasonable way to achieve those goals is to define "primary tine" in ref«ence

to the price cap LEe's local service, and to use existing cultomea- billing records to the • __

extent possible. The SBC LEeS thus suggest adoption oftbe following detinitioas:

Primary residence line - the initial line ofa customer's account at a specific service
address and for which a residential local eJl.change rate applies, determined with
reference both to a price cap LEe residential local service otfering aDd to any carrier
reselling such offering.

Noo-primaly residence lines - any lines to which a residential local exdump rate applies
provided by a price cap LEe or a cmier reselling such service. aad OIl a customlI!Ir'S

aa:ount at the same service address as the primary raideooe line.

00mmeIa otSauthwestanBell Tdcpbooe Compmy,
PICi1ic Bell. 8Dd Ncmda Bell

PrimIIyLiDe
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By way ofexample, a customer with two residential lines provided by a price cap LEe IDd ODe

provided by a carrier reselling that price cap LEe's service would have two "primary readeace

lines" (one for each carriec providing residential serviQe), and one "non-primary resideoce tiDe"

(provided by the price cap LEe). To contiJwe the example, if the customer had anotber

residential line provided by yet another local carrier that is facilities...ba (e.g., provided by use

ofUDbundIed local loop), that fourth line would not be OOUIIted as either a primary or non

primary residential line for the purposes of the price cap LEe usesaing the SLC or

presubscribed interexcbange carrier charge. or "PICC."

The benefits associated with this approach are many_ Fust, price cap LEeS could

administer the two-ti.er'ed structure and these definitions. Eac:h price cap LEe aDd raeBer would

be able to track their ead--users' primary and non-primary lines relying only on its own existing

billing records, without the need for the gathering, recordiD&, updatin& and retaioina additional

data. Importantly, any possible need for end-user self-certification disappears, avoiding umold

numbers ofcontused and irritatedend~ unreturned certifications, and the need to craft a

de&uIt for those cases where the end-user does DOt provide certifiation. The CommiuioB's

ability to audit dl'ectively for proper administration would be greatty enbaoced, due to the

relatively self-contained nature ofcustomer billing records.

Adoption ofthis approach would also be cOmpetitively uutl'll, eliminate the certain

poteotial for disputes. and the need to adopt even more standards aDd rules that would be

difficuh to implement and administer. Since the price cap LEC and each reseUing c:anicr would

each be able to claim a primary line to the same residence, neither would be placed at a

Qe'.'.'" ofScuhwesb.mBell Te!q)bone compmy.
PICific Bdl. ..ad NevIlda BtU

PriIMryLiDc
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couapetitive diaadvantaje based upon the anointing ofone residentialliDe as "primary."

Also eliminated by the SHe LEe's proposed approach would be the question ofwhal

standard should be used to decide which line is primary (e.g., earliest date of service, custoll8

ccrtifie:ation1 and how to apply that standard (e.g., in the case oCcustomer seIf-eertification, (i)

when mailed by customer, (0) when received and when received by whom, or (Iii) a set number

ofdays after received by whom so as to permit processing and tWs eliminate need for retroactive

true-up; ifearliest date in savice isu~ particularly vexing as local number portability

becomes ubiquitous. and customer telephone number does not cbaDge but date ofservice does).

AdoptiDg the proposed defiDitiOD& tremendously simplifies the process for price cap LEeS,

resd1ers. and perhaps most importantly. their respective eod-user custolllClS.

However, as between the price cap LEe and its resellers, some detenniDation ofbow

SLCs should be charged under the SBC LEe approach would still be needed. The price cap

LEe will not have access to the reseDa's cod-user account information such that the price cap

LEe could determine how to apply the primary/non-primary definition to its wholesale 1CI'Vices.3

The SBC LEeS suggest using a combination of reseUer eenific:atioos aDd service addreues for

determining the application ofthe primary and non-primary SLCs. lleseIIen would be able to

provide ce.rtifi<:ation as to the number ofprimary and non-primary resideatialliDes at a specific

service address detenDined in accordance with tbC susgested defiDitiona, aDd the price cap LEC

would charge accordingly. However, in the absence ofa certification in situatioDi where there is

J When a line is resold, the opcntional support systems ofthe SBC LBCS lilt the leIeI1er
as the aJStomer ofrecord. The SBC LEeS expect that other' incwnbcnt LEeS' wIf.oIesale records
are similarly populated.

('nmmeuts c:A:SouIbwatan Bell Tdepbooe Compauy.
Peci6c Bell. ad Nev8da BdI

PriIuly LiDc
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more than ODe resold resideDtialline to a service address, the reIella' would be charged one

primary tine SLC and tbe remainina lines would be subject to the non-primary SLC. Those

~eatioDs would need to be subject to audit by the Commission as well as by the pric.e cap

LEC.

AB compared to having a single primaIy line per residence, this suggested approach

would greatly diminish disputes over whether the reseJlm- shouki be charged a primary or a DOll

primuy SLC, the need to pro-rate SLCs between primary and JlOn1)rimary rates ifthe primary

line designation changes in the middle ofa billing period, biI1iD& mistakes and disputes

attributable to lack ofknowledge that could result in a line being mislabeled as "primary," and

marketing efforts that seek only to take advantage of a regulator-aeated daargina distinction

(including that aimed at making the advertising carrier the "'primary' carrier). lDdoed, oee can

eRVision "primary line status slamming" becoming a new scourge. By adoptiDa the SBC LEe's

proposal, the CommissloD can avoid a new fonn of"sIammiDg" before it even geta staI'ted.

EDttiDI BiUiaC Records SIaCMlld Be Used III DetenaiBiD& N..ber ofPrilaary Lilla
to • Sialle Premila (NPRM, ,. 8)

The SBC LEeS recommend that the number of primary and Don-primary tiDes be

determined with reference to actual customer billing accounts. Det.enniDationI would be made

for each customer account, with the initial resideutial1ine provided at a residential CUIkXDer's

specific service address considered "primary" and any additioDal resldeotialliDea CODlIOlidated

onto the same ICCOUDt at that address being considered "'noo-primary." Such coDSOlidated lines

are uauaDy DOt the primary voice path out ofa household, but instead are used for peno&a1.

ee.,..... ofSoudaw reD Bell TcIcphoDe CocDp8llY.
P.c:i6c Bdl, IUd Nevada BdI
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computer or data use, dedicated to children use, aDd the like. As such. they fit comfortably

within the Commission's view ofnon-primary lines. For the aeval State operations of tile SBC

LEeS. approximately five percent (5%) or its total residential access lines are consolidated 0IIt0

the same customer bill.

By determiDina primary lines in this mannerJ the foBowiDg efIicieocies and bale6ts can

be realized. First, consolidated accounts can be automaticaJly monitored by the biDing aystem to

ensure that only applicable lines are assessed the higher SLC. Second, customer pecceptioD is

that consotidated ac.counts more closely match the definition ofnon-primary tiDes. FmaBy, the

primary/non-primary line designation can be easily detennined through standard customer

service contact procedures. This process removes the wstomer service represemative from the

decision process, making the operation noo-bia.sed. In sum, this approach will save tbe SBC

LEeS and doubtless other price cap LEeS considerable expenses in billing system

modi1ieations~ customer representative aDd order processing time; and other admiDisttative

expenses. Any other process ofdetermining non-prinwy lines would not be filJIy mechanized.

aeating much greater resources demands and vastly increasiDa the likelihood of inaccurate aDd

disputed billing.

Sdf-CeI1if"teatioA Is tile WroDI Approach (NPRM, , 9)

One of the methods being considued by the Commission is having each .......ial

CUitOtneI' seIf-certify a primary line. There are over 100 million residemiallines in the United

CommcotBoi~ Ben Tclepbooc CompeDy,
P~BeU. ..... Ncv8daBe1l

Pru-yLiDe
CC:Dodalt No. 97-181



8

Swea today,· with the vast majority sened by price cap LECS. End--user seIf-«rtification

would thus email a massive program that would need to involve even those customers not

affected by the two-tiered SLC struCUlre.

The Commission's support for such a massive customer sdf-certification program is

demonstrably false, thus negating the tentative conclusion to adopt se1f-eertifieation. The

Col'lllDiasion posits that incumbent LECS will incur a substantial burden to identify eICh oftlleir

customen' primary line without information from the customer. The SBC LEeS cIemoDstrated

otherwise above that primary/non-primary line definitions <:an be adopted IDd the lMDdated two-

tia'cd SLC structure satisfactorily administered without pressing wstomers for any information

they do not already provide.

Requiring seIf-certiiieation simply will not minimize the substantial admiDiBtrIlive cost

on incumbent LEeS. To the contrary, seIf-eertification will maximize~ as weB as

customen' aDd service representatives' conitsion and irritation. AdoptiDg the SBe LEeS'

proposed approach avoids the onerous requirement to poU customers with the easily.pmed

inquiry ofwhether they prefer a higher (non-primary) or a lower (primary) SLC charge. No

degree of auditing by the Commission could prevent pming ofthis burdensome appr08dl.

Moreovu, there i$ absolutely no assurance that the addiriooa1 revalUe geoerated from the

higher SLC charge will even offset the additional Costs ofanyseIf~ program and the

many associated non-recurriDg and recurring costs and problems mentioDed earlier. Each noD-

, "Trends in Telephone Servi~" FederalC~nsCommission, Common Carrier
Bureau, March 1997, Table 19.

CcllDlpents ofSoddawclItemBell Tdepboae Company,
P.cific Bdl.1DdNendaBell
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primary SLC wiD initially generate an additional $1.50 per month. or S18 per year. Allnmq

50/. ofraidellce lines are idemmed as non-primary, a price cap LEC woold realize an average of

$.90 per year per IiDe in additional revenues. To derive the net benefit to a price cap LEe of

such a progxam the administrative cost of the self-<:ertification process would need to be

subtracted from expected revenues. The SBC LEeS believe that the cost ofadministering a self

eatification procas will likely be far great« than additional revenue geaented - in othec

word~ a net loss to the price cap LECS. The Commission's proposal alludes to no mechanism to

recover the new costs associated with administering the customer eatification process. Price cap

LEeS cannot lawfUlly be placed in ano-win scenario by the Commission, where the only

permitted way ofrecovering its 1e&itimatc and acknowledged costs stiB results in a loss.

Moreover, the Commission's proposal places the burden on the customer to notify his or

her seMDs LEeS repnting the classification of the lincI. Ifa residential c:usromer diIconnects

a line, it mayor may not be the one he or she baa certified as the primary line, aod those lines

may have been spread over more than one carrier. Ifthe aJStOIDer disconnec;ts the primary~

will it be the CU5tOmer-'s responsibility to infmm the LEe that one ofthcir oon-primaIy lines is

now a primary line?

Models CaDDot Be Uled to Verify the Namber ofPrilDary UDei (NPRM, f 19)

Tlte idea ofusing models to verify the number ofprimary lines is simply 11OftIIeIIt!iat. As

has been demoDStrated time and again, the AT&TIMCI JIatfieId model does III homlndous job

ofprcdiaina the number oflines in Census block groups. Su, e.g., FederaJ~Stote Joint Board

CIIP"""'- of.SouIhwatauBell Tdephooe Company.
Pecitic Bdl aDd Ncv8da Bell
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on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Recommended Decision. FCC 961-3, 12 FCC Rat

87, 1250 (1996); Fed8ral-Stote Joint Board on Universal Service, Farwar~ Loo/dng

MedJantrmfor High Cost Support for Non-Rural LECS, CC Docket No. 96-45 aDd 97-160,

Further Notir& ofPnmosed Rulcmalsina FCC 97-256 (released July 18, 1997),149 (citing

concerns of State Board members on erroneous line counts). The following problems help

illustrate why this proposal is not a practical approach.

1. The underlying Census data is only a sample. It does DOt include iofonnation on

all custo~ even when the Census is taken once every ten years-

2. The estimates provided between actual Censuses are only an estimate. The

estimates are only made OIl a county basis and data is c:x.trapoIated to any smaller

areas.

3. The areas used by the models do not correspond to areas for wbicb lIlY company

would be reporting data. census blocks ("CBs") or Census block groups

(UCBGs") do not OOlTespond to serving area boundaries the ofSBC LEeS.

specifically, or incumbent LEeS, generally.

4. The models use theoretical calculations based OD broad averages to tramlate data

from household infonnation to tiDe counts.

5. The Joint Board in its recommendation and the CommissioD in its uoiversal

service order each criticized the models for not producing accurate or

represemative oounts of lines that would OOlTeIale to actual iDfonnItioa produced

by an incumbent LEe operating in that area..

Cc"'..... ofSoudlwe::st.emBell TcIcpbooe Compaoy,
P8CiDc Bdl. _ Neveda Bell
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Summias Up, the process beiDa sussested would therefore use sample data (1990 Ceaaus),

adjusted with estimated data (1995 census estimates), and translate household iDformation to tiDe

CO\IIItS usiDg theoretical calc:ulations using broad average factors. It should be obvious that the

proposed approach does not merit further consideration.

PriIury !.iDe
CC Ilrxlbr No. 97-181
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n.en SIaouId Be N. limit To tJat; Number ofPrmaary Liaes Per Savice AddraI

The Commission should not limit the number of primary lines per service address. In

today's society, it is DOt uncommon for multiple households to raide at the same service address

- extended families, returned adult cbildren, and unrdated roommates an ofwhich may

subscribe to local exchange service. Each ofthose households constitute a aJStomer in its own

right, fuUy responsible for its own telephone biB, and use the resideDtial service as the primary

COI1UIlUDication path to tile network. There is no reason to charge the non-priRwy SLC for the

iDitialline provided to customers in those circumstances.

RespectfUlly submitted,

SOUTHWESTERN BElL TELEPHONE COMPANY
PACIFIC BELL
NEVADA BELL
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RobertM
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